The present study was a modified replication of Miller and Seligman's (1973) study. Expectancy ratings under skill and chance tasks were examined in 51 college students in four groups1 depressed high-external, depressed low-external, nondepressed high-external, and nondepressed lowexternal. The major hypotheses predicted that there would be greater association (1) between both magnitude and direction of expectancy change and outcome of the previous trial (s~ccess/nort-success) with nondepression than with ---.
---.
depression, under the skill task, (2) between both magnitude and direction of expectancy change and outcome of the previous trial (success/non-success) with low-externality than with high-externality, under the skill task, and (3) between both magnitude and direction of expectancy change and outcome of the previ_ous trial (success/non-success) for low-externality than for high-externality under the skill task and that this would be more evident with nondepression than with depression. None of these hypotheses was confirmed; no significant differences in expectancy ratings among the groups were found. Possible reasons for the failure of the present study to support Internal-External (I-E) Scale (Rotter, 1966 ) distributes subjects along a continuum. Individuals scoring toward the internal end of the scale are described as having the belief that reinforcements are contingent upon their own behavior or attributes. Individuals scoring toward the external end of the scale are described as believing that reinforcements are largely the result of fate, chance, luck, or powerful others. The internal-external locus of control is regarded as a generalized expectancy resulting from past reinforcement experiences.
The most commonly used paradigm for demonstrating the behavioral effects of internal-external locus of control is that of skill/chance conditions. James (19.57) found that subjects scoring toward the external end of the I-E scale behaved under skill conditions in the same way as subjects overall behav.ed under chance conditions, i.e., external subjects exhibited significantly more "unusual shifts" (gambler's fallacy) in the skill condition, in which they raised expec.tancy (for success) after failure and lowered expectancy after success. The prevalence of "unusual shifts" by externals under skill _conditions has been one of the most consistently replicated findings in the internalexternal literature (Rotter, 1966) .
2
The possible relationship between externality and depression has been investigated by several authors (Abramowitz, 1969; Calhoun, Cheney, arid.Dawes, 1974; Emmelkamp and Cohen-Kettenis, 1975; Naditch, Gargan, and Michael, 1975 This conflict suggests that there may be a more complex relationship between depression and externality than previously indicated. A possible complicating factor may be the existence of "defensive externals" (Hamsher, Geller, and Rotter, 1968) , individuals who describe themselves as externals and are behaviorally defined internals. Defensive externality may be particularly common in depressives, where the self-described externality would reflect the general negativism of depression, rather than a generalized expectancy of the individual.
One way of investigating defensive ~xternality in depressives ·is to measure both I-E scores and behavior under skill/chance conditions. Such a study was done by Miller and Seligman (1973) However, it has been traditional in the internal-external literature to use extreme scores (Liverant and Scodel, 1960; Phares, Wilson, and Klyver, 1971; Seeman, 1963; Watson and Baumal, 1967) . Thereafter, in order to fulfill the requirement of a minimum of ten (10) 
Apparatus
The apparatus used included the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI), the Rotter I-E Scale (I-E), equipment for the chance and skill tasks as described by Miller and Seligman (1973) , record sheets, and pencils.
The chance task consisted in guessing whether the letter X or O would appear on the screen of a slide projector; although Ss were told that their occurrence was randomly arranged, it was actually covertly controlled by the experimenter.
The skill task consisted in raising a wooden platform in such a way that a steel bearing placed ~t the top of the platform would not fall; again, the experimenter covertly controlled success and non-success.
Design and Methodology
The Ss were randomly assigned to either the skillchance or chance-skill task order. All Ss were given ten (10) trials under each of the two conditions.
The experimenter read the instructions for the first task (either skill or chance depending on task order) im-mediately prior to individual testing; the same instructions, with minor modifications, as given in Miller and Seligman (1973) , were used.
The instructions for the skill task weres
This task is designe·d--to see how well you can succeed in raising the platform without letting the ball fall off and also to see how accurate you are in estimating your success. The object of the task is for you to try by pulling this string to raise the ball on the platform as high as possible before the ball drops off. You will be given 10 trials. The apparatus is built with a slight tilt forward so that the ball is more likely to fall off the platform the higher it is raised. Of course, if you raise the platform very quickly, the-ball cannot d~op off because of its momentum. Therefore, the platform must be raised slowly. Now, in order to be successful, you must raise the platform and the ball to this level (the experimenter demonstrates). Are there any questions?.
The instructions for the chance task weres
This task is designed to see how well you can do at telling me before hand which of the two kinds of slides will appear next on·the screen and also to see how accurate you are in estimating your success. In this projector we have a number of slides marked with either an X or an O. These slides are divided into groups of five. Each set of five slides was shuffled before being placed in the projector •. There are not necessarily the same number of Xs and Os in each set. Before we began, I selected at random one of these sets of five slides and positioned it for projection. You are to tell me whether the first slide in the group is an X or an O. After you tell me, I will project the slide onto the screen~ and you will then know whether it is an X or an o. In this way, we will go through all five slides of the group.
Each set of five slides will constitute one trial. We will continue until we have gone. through 10 trials. I .. will also be keeping score and will let you know · how well you did at the end of each trial. Now, in order to be successful on a trial, you must get at least four slides right. In other words, four or five sJides right out of the five slides in a set will me~n that you have succeeded. Any number of slides correct below four will mean that you have not succeeded. Are there any questions?'
The Ss estimated their probabilities of success before each trial, using a scale ranging from 0 (certain failure) to 10 (certain success), inclusive. After it was determined that the S understood the task requirement, the experimenter read the instructions for estimating probability of success (expectancy for future success) and it was specified that feedback on performance would be given; instructions similar to those used by Miller and Seligman (1973) were employed.
Instructions for estimating the probability of success were a Before each trial, I would like you to estimate how -certain you are that you can correctly predict four or five slides out of five (raise the platform to that level without letting the ball fall off). You are to estimate your degree of certainty of success on a scale going from 0 to 10. For example, if you feel fairly certain that you will succeed, you may rate yourself with a high number such as a 9 or a 10. If you feel moderately sure that you will succeed, you may rate yourself with a number near the center of the scale, such as a 4, 5, or 6. If you feel pretty sure that you will not be successful, you may rate yourself with a low number, such as a O or 1. You may use any number on the scale from O to 10, inclusive. It is important that you select your estimates carefully and that they correspond closely with how certain you really are. They should be an accurate description of the degree to which you really feel that you will or will not succeed. Are there any questions?
Now, before we begin, make an estimate on the 0-10 scale as to what you think your likelihood is of success on the first trial.
After completion of the first task, the instructions for the second task were read, and the S was reminded of the method for estimating his probability of success. Success and non-success was controlled by the experimenter in order to insure that all Ss had the same schedule of reinforcement. The same 50% reinforcement schedule was used for both tasks. Trials 1 and 10 were positively reinforced (successful) trials, in order that the procedure of Miller and Seligman (1973) would be replicated. The sequence of reinforcement on Trials 2-9 was randomly determined for both tasks and the same random order was used for all Ss.
Following completion of the second task, each S was administered the BDI and I-E (regardless of whether they had previously taken it). On the basis of the scores obtained during this administration, those Ss whose scores met the criteria were assigned to one of the following --groups1 DHE, DLE, DHE, or DLE.
During scoring of the two questionnaires, each S was asked whether he had any impressions or·perceptions of either of the two tasks (in order to determine whether or not the S had discovered the experimenter-controlled nature of either of the tasks) and their responses were recorded, if noteworthy. Each S was then fully de-briefed regarding the nature of the experiment and the two questionaires.
Methods of Analysis
The means and standard deviations obtained for the BDI and the I-E Scale for the 235 students administered the two questionnaires are presented in TABLE 2 below. In order to determine the degree of association between the 'BDI and the I-E Scale, the correlation c-oefficient was found to be + .304, and signific~t (<. .01, df = 233).
A total of 66 Ss (N = 66) participated in the experiment. All of these Ss were administered the BDI and I-E immediately following completion of the two tasks. Of these Ss, 26 (n = 26) had also previously taken the two questionnaires, during group admin~stratio~; the time interval between these administrations varied between two days and ten days, but was most frequently one week. Testretest reliability coefficients for.both the BDI and I-E were computed using the two administration scores of these 26 Ss. The reliability coefficient for the BDI was found to be +.82, and significant (< ,001, df = 24); the reliability coefficient for the I-E was found to be +.92, and significant (<.001, df = 24). The data-of· 51 Ss (N = 51) who participated in the experiment were used in the final analysis. The number of Ss within_ each of the four-experimental groups is given in 
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The point-biserial correlation coefficient (rpb) was computed in order to determine the degree of association between absolute magnitude of expectancy shift and the out-_ come of the previous trial _(suc~ess/non-success) across the 10 trials for each task for every S; thus, 102 pointbiserial correlation coefficients were calculated. These correlation coefficients were than transformed to ·z-scores• Using the z-transformed rpb's, a 2x2x2·Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures on the. last factor (task) and unweighted means for unequal n's was performed on the data of these 51 Ss. A summary table of this ANOVA is presented in The phi coefficient (~) was computed in order to determine the degree of association between direction of shift in expectancy ratings and outcome of previous trial (success/non-success) across the 10 trials for each task for every S; thus, 102 phi coefficients were calculated.
These coefficients were then transformed to z-scores.
Using the z-transformed phi coefficients,. a 2x2x2 ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor (task) and unweighted means for unequal n's was performed on the data of the 51 Ss. A summary table of this ANOVA is presented in TABLE-v below. None of the F ratios was found to be significant.
Source
Between Ss A (denression) B (I-E) AB-!ss w/i grp. The three dependent measures utilized by Miller and Seligman (19.73) were also computed for the present data. A 2x2x2 ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor (task) and unweighted means for unequal n's was calculated using the data of DM #1 fo~ all 51 Ss. A summary None of the E ratios _was found to be significant. . CxSs w
DISCUSSION
The results of the present study fail to support any of the hypotheses made. No significant differences among any of the four groups (DHE, DLE, DHE, DLE). were found; that is, neither depression nor externality had differential effects upon expectancy ratings in either of the two tasks.
The present study thus fails to replicate the findings of Miller and Seligman (1973) regarding the influence of depression upon expectancy ratings under the skill condition.
The lack of significant differences betw~en highand low-external groups is consistent with the results of Given the extremely low mean depression score found
for the 235 college students tested in this study (5.33) and the st~ucture of the BDI, the use of the mean as a cutoff score for defining depressed and nondepressed. Ss produced the result -that a S responding to even two of the items on the BDI (e.g., K(d) "I don't get irritated at all at the things that used to irritate me," and S(d) "I have lost more than 15 pounds") would be defined as depressed in the present study, yet it is certainly questionable how much the perceptions of such a S would differ from those of a S responding to only one of those items, and consequently defined as nondepressed.
The ~resent study dealt with depths of depression too slight to produce any inter-group differences. (n'=7) (n'=9) (n'=7) (n'=16) 3-5*** 7.5*' O*** O*** (n'=11) (n'=10) (n' -=9) (n'=19) 17 O*** 22 31*** (n'=11) (n'=9) (n'=10) (n'=19)
Wilcoxon sign-tests for differences between skill-chance conditions within each of the four groups on the three dependent measures of Miller and Seligman (1973) . (***sig. <::: .01 two-tail; **sig. <.02 two-tail; *sig. <:.05 two-tail.) (n' =number of matched pairs.) . , . . -.. -~-·""-"""-~ . Trial for which expectancy was given; outcome (Success, Non-Success) of prev~ous trial ~iven in parentheses.
qraph of mean expectancy ratings for each trial under the chance task, for each group. (Trials are clustered according to whether they followed a successful ~ Sor a nonsuccessful -NS -trial.)
